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OPINION
PER CURIAM:

Michael Ward appeals the district court order entered January 15,
1999, awarding SheilaWidnall, Secretary of the Department of the
Air Force ("Defendant"), summary judgment on his claim that the
Department of the Air Force discriminated against him in violation of
the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, 29 U.S.C. § 701-797 (West 1985 &
Supp. 1998). He also seeks permission to appeal the district court
order entered February 10, 1999, denying his motion for summary
judgment on his claim that the Department of the Air Force discrimi-
nated against him in violation of the Age Discrimination in Employ-
ment Act ("ADEA"), 29 U.S.C.A. §8 621-634 (West 1985 & Supp.
1998).

This court may exercise jurisdiction only over fina orders, 28

U.S.C. § 1291 (1994), and certain interlocutory and collateral orders.
See 28 U.S.C. § 1292 (1994); Fed. R. Civ. P. 54(b); Cohen v. Benefi-
cia Indus. Loan Corp., 337 U.S. 541 (1949). Although the district
court's January 15th order awarded Defendant summary judgment on
Ward's Rehabilitation Act claim, his ADEA claim remains pending

in the district court. Because the district court did not certify its Janu-
ary 15th order asfinal under Fed. R. Civ. P. 54(b), and because the
order does not fall within the collatera order doctrine, this court pres-
ently lacks jurisdiction to consider Ward's appeal of that order. See
Baird v. Palmer, 114 F.3d 39, 43 (4th Cir. 1997).
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For this court to possess jurisdiction under 28 U.S.C. § 1292(b), the
district court must state in writing in the order to be appealed from
that the order involves a controlling question of law asto which there
is substantial ground for difference of opinion and that an immediate
appeal from the order may materially advance the ultimate termina-
tion of the litigation. 28 U.S.C. § 1292(b). The district court's Febru-
ary 10th order contains no such statement. Therefore, that order is not
appeslable under § 1292(b). See Fed. R. App. P. 5(8) (petition for per-
mission to appeal may be sought from interlocutory order containing
statement prescribed by 28 U.S.C. § 1292(b)).

Both the orders from which Ward appeal s are non-appealable inter-
locutory orders. We therefore dismiss Ward's appeal from the district
court's January 15th order and grant Defendant's motion to dismiss
Ward's appeal from the district court's February 10th order. We dis-
pense with oral argument because the facts and legal contentions are
adequately presented in the materials before the court and argument
would not aid the decisional process.

DISMISSED



